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ABSTRACT!
This study examined the association between relationship satisfaction and 
romantic physical affection across three stages of romantic relationships (casual datmg, 
serious dating, committed) among 70 (40 men, 30 women) university students. Twenty- 
nine types of romantic physical affection were measured across frequency, initiation 
patterns, importance to relationship satisfaction and intimacy.
Results suggest that relationship satisfaction is strongly correlated with the 
rrequency of romantic physical atfection. Significant differences in the frequency of 
physical affection were found between the casual dating stage and both the serious dating 
and committed stage, but no significant difference was found between the serious dating 
stage and the committed stage. There were no significant gender differences in touch 
initiation patterns across the three relationship stages. Overall, there was a strong 
correlation (.729, p < .001) between the perceived intimacy of various romantic physical 
affection types and their importance to relationship satisfaction.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Healthy romantic relationships are important to human beings. Married people 
tend to be happier than single or divorced people (Myers, 2000). Positive romantic 
relationships promote health, happiness, additional social support, and an increase in self­
esteem (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), whereas conflict in romantic relationships can lead 
to sexual dysfunction (Metz &. Epstein, 2002) and a variety o f mental health problems 
such as depression and eating disorders (Segrin, 1998).
Physical affection is a necessary component o f romantic relationships. Yet the 
importance o f physical affection goes far beyond romantic relationships. Harlow (1953) 
demonstrated the importance of touch to general well-being in infant monkeys. 
Interpersonal touch has been shown to relieve stress and pain (Fishman, Turkheimer, & 
DeGood, 1994), and anxiety (Olson & Sneed, 1995), Increased interpersonal touch may 
reduce aggressive behaviors in humans (Field, 1999). Soft, gentle touch may be directly 
linked to positive emotional and hormonal iespouses in humans (Qlausson et ah, 2002). 
interpersonal touch causes the release of the hormone oxytocin, which is linked to 
forming emotional bonds between people (Shermer, 2004).
Romantic relationships and physical affection are very important to physical and 
mental health and well-being. While there has been much research on romantic
relationships, there has been surprisingly little research on the importance of physical 
aftcction ;n developing and maintaining happy and healthy romantic relationships. The 
purpose of this study is to address this gap in the research by exploring romantic physical 
afiection across stages o f romantic relationships and its importance to relationship 
satisfaction.
Physical affection is defined as “any touch intended to arouse teelings o f lev.. in 
the giver and/or the recipient” (Gulledge, Gulledge, & Stahmann, 2003). Therefore, 
romantic physical affection refers to any touch intended to arouse feelings o f love in the 
giver and/or the recipient in a romantic relationship. Problems may arise when trying to 
define certain behaviors as either interpersonal touch, in the broadest of terms, physical 
affection, or romantic physical affection. For example, kissing another person on the lips 
is certainly interpersonal touch, as well as physical affection. However, if the kiss is 
between a mother and child, it is probably (and hopefully) not romantic. If it is between 
two people of the same age, it is much more likely to be romantic physical affection, but 
even then it could be a greeting, as in some Western European cultures.
Similarly, holding hands can be a type of romantic physical affection. However, if 
it is part of a way of controlling the other person, as in a domestic violence situation, if is 
questionable whether 01 not it is physical affection. T he term “affection” implies love or 
caring, while violence and abuse are not done out of love or caring. Violence is for 
power, it would more appropriately be considered physical control. If the holding of 
hands ts sometimes based on affection, and other times control, then how should the 
behaviors be coded, especially during observational studies. If interpersonal 
louch/phvsical affection is 10 be coded based on the mcamng of the touch, this give- rise
to a tew problems. Whet if the meaning cannot be discovered? What if the perceived 
meaning differs between the person touching and the person receiving the touch'? How 
then should the behavior be coded in the absence o f knowing the intentions o f those 
being studied?
Concrete operational definitions o f intimacy are similarly lacking m studies o f 
interpersonal touch and physical affection. Perhaps this is because it is difficult to 
separate emotional intimacy from physical intimacy. While it is certainly possible for 
emotional intimacy to exist without physical intimacy (as >s often the case with friends i, 
it is also possible for physical intimacy to exist without emotional intimacy. Yet it seems 
more likely that emotional intimacy will be present with physical intimacy lacking, than 
physical intimacy present with emotional intimacy lacking. This m aybe because for most 
people, it is necessary to have some trust (a pan o f emotional intimacy) before allowing 
another person close to them (the idea of personal space).
Further discussion on this topic would only be speculation. However, it is 
important to acknowledge that physical affection may be an end in and of itself (e.g. 
cuddling with another person just for the fun of it), yet it seems that physical affection is 
more often than not used to establish or strengthen an emotional bond between two 
people. While the focus o f this study is on physical behaviors, in this study intimacy 
refers to a combination of physical and emotional intimacy. Relationship satisfaction is 
emotional and cognitive in nature. This study is designed to examine the effects physical 




1 he literature review begins with a section highlighting the importance of 
interpersonal touch to normal human development and functioning. This is followed by a 
review ot the current theories o f love, as well as how it has been defined. The 
development o f roman tic relationships and courtship and mating patterns are then 
discussed. Next is a discussion of the current literature on the stages o f romantic 
relationships, and patterns o f physical affection within the various stages. The various 
meanings touch can have, as well as how touch contributes to feelings of intimacy are 
then discussed. Touch and romantic relationships across cultural, age, gender, and sexual 
orientation are discussed. Finally, the implications o f this study for couples counseling 
are discussed.
Touch and Normal Development
In a groundbreaking series o f experiments. Harlow (1958) demonstrated that 
contrary to the predominant Behavioral theories, neonatal and infant macaque monkeys 
preferred physical contact with soft, cloth-covered artificial mothers with no feeding 
bottle over a wire-framed artificial mother with a feeding bottle attached. Contrary to 
predictions based on Behavioral theory, which would predict that the infant monkey 
would be more attached to the wire surrogate mother who provided the positive
<4
sr.mulus of nourishment over the cloth surrogate mother, the infant monkey actually 
spent a disproportionate amount o f time w ith the cloth mother.
To counter the criticism of Rehavioralists, Harlow placed a light-bulb in the wire 
surrogate mother in order to ensure both surrogate mothers provided equal amounts of 
warmrh. Still, the infant monkeys preferred the touch of the soft surrogate mother over 
the nourishing, but uncuddly wire surrogate mother (Harlow, 1973). Infant monkeys who 
were raised in isolation exhibited abnormal social behaviors as adults, marked by their 
aggressive nature (Harlow et ah, 1976). A similar relationship between touch and 
aggression has been observed in human beings (Field, 1999). Positive interpersonal touch 
seems to be inversely related to aggressive behaviors in human beings (Field, 1999). 
Harlow’s experiments demonstrated the importance of touch to normal psychological 
development.
The importance of touch in social development can also be seen in human beings. 
Touching behaviors between mothers and children tend to elicit positive affect and 
reactions (Fandau. 1989). Infants in institutional settings who received significantly less 
touch than infants raised in families failed to display positive affective responses to 
positit e touch by a caregiver at 7 and 11 months of age, while infants raised in families 
where touch was abundant displayed positive affective tespouses to positive touch (c.g. 
hugging, kissing, patting) approximately 7 months after birth. Furthermore, infant- 
initiated positive touch elicited increased mother-initiated positive touch, and visa-versa. 
Infants are able to recognize small changes :n their mothers’ touching behaviors (Stack & 
LePage, 1996). Thus, touching behaviors between mother and child are effective 
strategies in increasing mutual attachment and increased positive affect.
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Verbal communication between adults and infants (known as babytalk, 
motherese, parentese, child-directed speech, ana infant-directed talk) has been well 
researched and documented. Mothers (and indeed most adults), tend to speak to infants in 
higher pitches while using more simplistic and repetitive language (Bombar ac Littig, 
1996). This simplistic and repetitive language style is helpful in teaching infants to 
understand language. Bombar and Littig hypothesize that in addition to helping infants 
learn a language, babytalk also fosters ihe creation of an emotional bond between the 
adult and the infant. They further hypothesized that babytalk is not limited to adult-infant 
interaction. Babytalk exists in romantic relationships between adults as a means of 
attachment.
Adult human courtship patterns contain many of the same behaviors found in 
parent-child rearing. Courting coupies often play with each other’s hair, groom each 
other, hold each other, massage each other, and give short affectionate kisses to each 
other, to name a few behaviors. Physical affection, it seems, is extremely important to 
intimate romantic attachment.
Healing Aspects of Touch
In addition to being vital to normal development and socialization (Harlow, 1958, 
1973), and as an attachment behavior between mothers and infants (Landau, 1989). touch 
has also been shown to relieve stress and pain (Fishman, Turkheimer, & DeGood, 1995). 
and to reduce anxiety (Olson & Sneed, 1995). While no literature yet exists as to how 
frequently touch is used in romantic relationships to foster attachment, relieve stress and 
pain, or reduce anxiety, it is safe to assume that it does occur between some coupler, for 
these reasons.
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There is even evidence suggesting that humans may have a physiological link 
between soft touch and positive affect (Oiausson et a!., 2002). This evidence illustrates 
the great importance of touch to human beings.
When touch is administered in a laboratory setting under professional pretenses 
(e.g. experimenter checking pulse rale), heart rate and blood pressure decrease. However, 
when touch was administered in a laboratory setting under social pretenses (e.g. 
commonly acceptable types of touch), female experimenters elicited even greater 
decreases in heart rate and blood pressure. Yet, when male experimenters administered 
social touch to female participants, female participants’ heart rate actually increased 
(Niisen & Yrana, 1998). Perhaps males who initiate touch are seen as being more 
invasive or threatening than females who initiate touch.
Meanings of Touch
Given the importance of interpersonal touch across many situations, there is 
relatively little research on the subject. More specifically, there is a relative lack of 
research on interpersonal touch in romantic relationships. Perhaps this lack of research is 
due to the “infrequent and ambiguous meanings of touch” (Hall & Veccia, 1990).
Existing research on the subject tends to be observational in nature. In the literature, the 
observers, not those actually involved, are often the cues to attach specific meanings to 
types of interpersonal touch. Major (1981) criticizes this trend by stating there is a 
“positivity bias” in observational research on touching behaviors. For example, an 
observer may see a couple holding hands, and attribute it to love, when in fact it may be a 
means of exerting control over the other person.
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Interpersonal touen can have a wide variety of meanings, it can be used to express 
love, hate, sexual interest, unavailability (Guerrero & Andersen, 1999), and dominance 
(Major, 1981). While touch can be used as a means for dominance and displaying one’s 
status, the use of touch in romant ic relationships as a means for dominance and status has 
not been explored (Pisano, Wall, & Foster, 1986).
The same touch can hold different meanings to the initiator and the receiver. For 
example, a man may put his arm around a woman as an act ofiove, but the woman may 
view it as an act of control or dominance. The perceived meaning of the touch by the 
relationship partner receiving the touch seems to be more important to relationship 
satisfaction than the meaning to the person giving the touch (Meeks, Hendrick, & 
Hendrick, 1998).
Touch and Intimacy
Just as touching behaviors serve to strengthen the affective bond between mothers 
and children, so too touching behaviors between romantic couples may serve to increase 
attachment. Touch may be a way of putting into action what one feels, or to bridge the 
physical gap between two people in an attempt for unity (Gurevitch, 1990). Intimacy in 
romantic relationships has been shown to be influenced by touch (^Cooper & Bowles,
1973; Guerrero & Andersen, 1999; Jourard & Friedman, 1970). College students in long 
distance romantic relationships reported less satisfaction in their romantic relationships 
than did college students in romantic relationships thai were not long distance (Van Horn, 
Amone, Nesbitt, Desiiets, Sears, Griffin, & Brudi, 1997), Touching behaviors in romantic 
relationships may serve as a means to increase feelings o f intimacy, in addition ro being 
the result o f increasing feelings of intimacy.
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Research on the relationship between touching behaviors in romantic 
relationships and intimacy tend to focus on frequency as an indicator of intimacy 
(Guerrero & Andersen, 1994, 1999), or the specific meanings of different types o f touch 
to various parts of the body (Pisano. Wall, & Foster, 1986). In professional work 
relationships that involve the following types of touch: handshake, clasping hands, soft 
touch on the forearm, arm around the shoulder, arm around the waist, soft touch on the 
cheek, tapping the shoulder in a condescending manner, and push against the shoulder, 
touches directed toward a coworker’s face are cons.dered to be the most inappropriate 
(Lee & Guerrero, 2001). Perhaps this is because the face is a very intimate part of the 
body. Indeed, kissing, the touching of one person’s face to anothei person’s face, is a 
very intimate type of touch (Lee & Guerrero, 2001, & Gulledge, Gulledge, & Stahmar.n, 
2003).
While there is not yet adequate research, based on Gulledge, Gulledge, &
St ah nr a us’ findings, the rating of the levels of intimacy in specific types of touch 
appears to be a function of duration of touch and location of touch. For both men and 
women, kissing on the lips was rated as the most intimate type of touch, followed by 
cuddling/hoiding, then caressing/stroking, then kissing on the face, then 
backrubs/massages. Men rated holding hands as the least intimate act, while women rated 
hugging as the least intimate acb
The act of kissing itself may not necessarily be seen as being highly intimate. The 
difference in intimacy ratings between kissing on the lips and kissing on the face may be 
attributed to the location (mouth vs. face) as well as the duration (kisses on the lips tend 
to last longer than kisses on the face). Likewise, cuddling and holding involves a longer
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duration of contact as well as contact between more intimate/vulnerable parts o f the body 
(such ns head and torso), while holding hands involves prolonged touch of a less 
vulnerable area of the body, and hugging tends to be of relatively short duration.
! herefore, the present study is expecting a significant relationship between intimacy and 
the touching c f  various body parts.
To share more personal, private, and vulnerable parts of oneself, be it cognitive, 
emotional, or physical, is to be intimate with another person. To have a committed 
relationship with another person requires spending time with that other person. When 
spending time with another person, intimacy invariably results. Thus, the level of 
intimacy will, in part, be indirectly measured through relationship stages. It will also be 
measured by self report with respect to 31 specific types of physical affection.
Physical affection is not necessarily limited to direct skin to skin, or skin to 
clothing contact. Am intermediate object, such as a feather or blade of grass for caressing 
the other person may be used to express love, and is therefore a type of physical 
affection. Feeding another person is also a type of physical affection. Although it is not 
focused on arousing the other person’s tactile sense, it is an affectionate behavior that has 
been correlated with intimacy (Miller, Rozen, & Fiske, 1998).
Gender Differences in Touching Behavior
Many studies have examined gender differences >n touching behavior. After 
reviewing the literature on gender differences in touching behavior, Stier Sc Hal! (1984) 
found overall, males do not initiate touch more than females, but females tend to initiate 
touch more often than males. However, in a significant number o f the observational
studies they reviewed, little difference was found between the genders in rates o f touch
initiation,
Hail & Veccia's (1990) observational study of public touching behavior found no 
signiileant overall difference in the frequency of touch initiation between men and 
women. However, differences in touch behaviors between the genders were found when 
age and body parts were analyzed. Men were more likely to use hands to initiate touch 
than were women. Men and women tended to initiate different types of touch, as well as 
touching different parts of the body Men tended to put their arm around women, whereas 
women tended to link amts with the man. Additionally, in the under-39 cohort, men 
tended to initiate more touch than women initiated. This could be due, in part, to men 
having more liberal attitudes toward sexual behaviors (e.g. kissing) (Mongeau, Caiey, & 
Williams, 1998). Furthermore, in couples over 30 years of age, women were more likely 
to initiate touch than their male partners.
However it remains unclear if the asymmetiy in touching behavior between the 
genders is caused by age, relationship stage, o’ a combination of the two. Guerrero & 
Andersen (1993, 1999) found relationship stages have a statistically significant effect or 
touching behaviors between opposite-sex couples. The frequency of public touching 
behaviors seems to be greatest during the serious dating stage, moderate during marriage, 
and least frequent during the casual dating stage. Guerrero and Andersen (1994, 1999) 
hypothesize that touch was lowest during the casual dating stage because intimacy and 
feelings have not been established, and the relationship is still undefined. Since many 
public touching behaviors tend to be “tie signs” which display one’s commitment to a 
partner and the partner’s unavailability to other potential mates, couples who are unsure
Of their relationship and commitment status would not use tie signs. Because married 
couples have established commitment and relationship status their perceived need to 
ward off sexual comoetitors or to keep their partner from leaving the relationship for 
another partner arc lower, which results in decreased use of tie signs.
According to Fclmlee (1999), men tend to prefer sex, whereas women prefer 
alfection. Unlike men who prefer activities involving sexual behaviors, women prefer 
activity which involves physical closeness such as cuddling and kissing without explicit 
sexual contact (manual, oral, anal, or genital sex). Men may prefer sex over affection 
because of the way they were socialized (L’Abate, 2001). To show affection is to make 
oneself vulnerable. Men tend to be socialized to avoid showing weakness. Sex may be a 
way of showing affection while not appearing weak to others. Therefore, men probably 
tend to value sexual physical affection mere highly than do women.
Theories of Love
Throughout history, love has been the subject of countless stories, poems, and 
songs and has even caused wars. Love is difficult to define and operationalize because it 
is a subjective feeling which changes with the passing of time and varies widely. While 
love is a subjective feeling, it is often manifested in objective, measurable behaviors such 
as physical affection (e.g. hugging, kissing, holding hands) and giving one’s time, energy, 
and resources to the partner (e.g. washing dishes, buying meals). In order to fully 
understand physical affection, it is important to understand the emotion we cal! ‘love.”
Hatfield (1988) distinguishes between passionate love and companionate love. 
Passionate love is a temporary state of infatuation and physical attraction, generally 
present at the beginning of romantic relationships. While there is no set timeline.
passionate love inevitably fades away, in enduring relationships, as the couple spends 
more and more time together and grows in intimacy, their passionate love turns into 
companionate love. Companionate love is more of an affectionate attachment 
characterized by acceptance and intimacy, rather than passion and intense sexual desire.
Hatfield and Rapson placed people in romantic relationships into four categories: 
Secure (comfortable with intimacy and independence), Skittish (uncomfortable with 
intimacy, but comfortable with independence). Clingy (comfortable with intimacy, but 
afraid of independence), and Fickle (comfortable with neither intimacy nor 
independence).
Lee (1977) suggests love can be understood as an individual’s style of love. Lee 
identified six common love styles: (a) eros (erotic love), (b) iudus (game-playing love),
(c) storge (friendship love), (d) mania (jealous love), (e) agape (altruistic love), and 
pragma (practical love). Research has provided some support for Lee’s theory of love 
(Engel, Olson, & Patrick, 2002). Perhaps instead of conceptualizing love as one of six 
styles, it would be more accurate to conceptualize love as a combination of the six love 
styles.
Sternberg (1986, 1997) proposes a triangular theory of love. Love can be seen as a 
combination of passion, intimacy, and commitment. Passion is the physical/sexual 
attraction felt by the couple. Intimacy is the feeling of connectedness and closeness to the 
other person in the relationship; of knowing and being known by the other person. 
Commitment is the decision to stay in a romantic relationship with the other person, be it 
for the short term or the long term. The triangular theory oflove is the most versatile and 
all-encompassing of existing theories oflove. Various relationships contain different
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amounts ot passion, intimacy, and commitment. Furthermore, there is the possibility that 
touching behavior in tomantic relationships could be related to various ratios of passion, 
intimacy, and commitment. However love is conceptualized, it is often played out in the 
form of courtship and mating patterns.
Courtship and Mating Patterns
Morris (1967), describes human mating behavior as going through three distinct 
phases: pair-formation, pre-copulatory activity, and copulation. While not all people go 
through these phases in that order, the majority do (Morris, 1967). During the pair- 
formation stage (which is also known as courtship), the couple spends increasing 
amounts of time together, usually talking and participating in activities. Physical 
affection tends to increase in both frequency and duration, as well as moving to 
increasingly intimate parts of the body. Physical affection at this stage tends to occur in 
public settings.
During the pre-copulatory phase, the couple spends more time in private. Physical 
affection increases even more in terms of frequency and duration (Guerrero & Andersen, 
1991, 1994). Couples also tend to lie next to each other, and initiate face to face touch. 
During this phase, the frequency and duration of kissing increases dramatically. Coupies 
may even bite or nibble on each other (Morris, 1967). Courtship theory suggests that 
touch will be most frequent in this stage (Burgoon. Buller, & Woodall, 1996).
The copulatory phase is the shortest of the three phases, it involves tne act of 
sexual intercourse. Before actual intercourse (as well as during the beginning moments of 
intercourse), much physical affection is shown between the couple, such as kissing and 
hand to body contact. As intercourse continues, other forms of physical affection tend to
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diminish, and genital to genital contact is the primary form of touch (Masters & Johnson, 
1966; Morris, 1967).
These courtship phases are largely based on American society in the 1960’s. 
Mortis (1967) acknowledges that not ail people or cultures exhibit the same benaviors 
while courting and mating. These stages represent the norm in Western cultures where 
men and women tend to choose their own mates through courtship. These stages do not 
apply to all cultures or generations. Indeed, even within the United States, what is 
considered ‘'normal” during courtship has changed in recent years. Prior tc the “sexual 
revolution,” it was usual for people not to have sexual intercourse until thev were 
married. Teachman (2003) found premarital sexual intercourse with one’s future spouse 
to be a common practice in American society today. Courtship and mating patterns may 
be influenced by relationship stages and types.
Relationship Stages and Types
Romantic relationships have been categorized by subjective participant report into 
three stages: casual dating, serious dating, and married (Guerrero & Andersen, 1994, 
1999). However, a weakness of these categories is that it does not include couples that 
are in long-term and committed relationships (cohabitating), but not legally married. This 
may occur for a variety of reasons, including financial constraints, personal preference to 
not marry, or inability to marry due to legal restrictions (as is currently the case with 
same-sex relationships). Therefore, it may be more appropriate to label die relationship 
stages as casual dating, serious dating, and committed
There is an obvious relationship between relationship stage and the level of 
commitment, passion, and intimacy (e.g. love). Most couples probably will ncu move into
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more serious relationship arrangements (e.g. cohabitation, marriage, etc.) without 
passion, love, and commitment. Yet the point at which couples decide to make more 
serious relationship arrangements varies. It is precisely because every relationship has 
different amounts of passion, intimacy, and commitment, and a difference in histoiy, 
goals, motives, etc. that relationship stages are difficult to operationalize based on the 
duration of the relationship alone. For example, some couples date for years before they 
cohabitate or become engaged, while others may date for only a few weeks before 
becoming engaged. Therefore, it is more accurate to operationalize the stage of a 
relationship based on self-report rather than on the duration of a relationship. The stage of 
a romantic relationship may influence the types of physical affection present.
Relationships and Touching Behaviors
Research on touching behaviors can be divided into observational studies of touch 
frequency, subjective views of meaning and intention of touch, and responses to touch. 
Unfortunately, the research has been inconclusive, and even contradictory. Some of these 
contradictions may be the result of various methodological problems and inconsistencies 
f Slier & Hall, 1984).
For example, Stier & Hall (1984) reviewed 43 observational studies on public 
touching behaviors. They found a trend to support the notion that women are touched 
more often than men, however observational studies have used a wide variety of 
methodology and criteria for touch. Seme of the studies measured tne percentage of 
individuals touching, while others measured the number of touches per individual.
Gulledge, Gulledgc, & Stahmann (2003) found physical affection to be strongly 
correlated with relationship satisfaction. Seven types of physical affection were measured
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in this study: massages, caressing, cuddling, holding hands, hugging, kissing on the lips, 
and kissing on the face. They found gender differences in the preferred type of physical 
affection. Men preferred kissing on the lips, whereas women preferred cuddling 
(although both were rated high for both men and wo’-'enT Giving massages to one’s 
partner was most strongly correlated with relationship satisfaction. The authors 
hypothesize this is because it is a selfless act; one which would not be done unless the 
relationship was going well. Touching behaviors may also be influence by culture.
Multicultural Aspects of Physical Affection and Touch
While little has been done in the way of researching physical affection, less still 
has been done to research physical affection across various races, ethnic groups, cultures, 
disabilities, and sexual orientation. For example, the participants in Gulledge, Gulledge & 
Stahmann’s (2003) study were pnmaiily young, Caucasian, and Latter-day Saints.
Lum (1997) found no significant differences in emotional expression in romantic 
relationships between Asian Americans and European Americans. There were, however, 
differences between different types of Asian Americans. Asian Americans of Filipino and 
Korean descent were more likely to self-disclose and verbalize their emotions than were 
Asian Americans of Chinese, Japanese, or Southeast Asian (e.g. Thailand, Laos,
Vietnam, etc.) descent.
For the most part, behavioral patterns, satisfaction, and affect are the same in 
heterosexual and same-sex romantic relationships (Garnets & Kirnmel, 1992). Sexual 
behaviors seem to be the most significant difference in physical affection patterns 
between heterosexual and same-sex relationships. Garnets and Kimmei (1992) did not 
classi fy their participants by relationship stage. Instead, they used the number of years the
relationship endured as a way of classifying their participants. In the first decade of a 
romantic relationship, gay (male) couples engage in sexual activity with their romantic 
partners more frequently than other groups do. Heterosexual couples are next in 
frequency of sexual activity. Lesbian couples least frequently engage in sexual activity 
with their romantic partners. Garnets & Kimme! (1992) also found while gay men 
typically engage in monogamous sexual activity during the initial stages of their 
relationship, they tend to expand their sexual activity beyond their partner as the 
relationship matures.
It is unknown if general physical affection pattern in same-sex couples differ 
significantly from heterosexual couples. Public displays of affection are probably less 
among homosexual couples due to fear of homophobic reaction including ridicule or even 
bodily harm. According to Gulledge, Gulledge, & Stahmann (2003), heterosexual men 
reported kissing on the lips and cuddling to be their favorite types of physical affection 
(although this study did not include sexual physical affection as an option), and holding 
hands to be their least favorite form of physical affection. Heterosexual women also 
reported cuddling and kissing on the lips to be their favorite types of physical affection, 
while caressing/'stroking was their least favorite. Touching patterns in same sex 
relationships may reflect these findings, however at this point, it is only speculation
Physical Affection and Couples Counseling
Sexual problems between couples have long been studied by psychologists as a 
predictor for relationship difficulties. Emotional conflicts between couples are also 
predictive of relationship difficulty (Za.k, Coulter, Giglio, Hall, Stanford, & Pellovvski 
2002). It seems reasonable that physical affection between couples is also predictive of
relationship satisfaction (Guliedge, Guliedge, & Slahmann, 2003). it seems logical that if 
a couple is not kissing or hugging, they are less likely to be satisfied with their 
relationship.
in couples therapy, assessing physical affection patterns may help give the 
therapist a more accurate assessment of the relationship. Physical affection patterns may 
be the result of relationship dissatisfaction, as well as a cause of relationship 
dissatisfaction. Physical affection interventions in marital therapy tend to not be the first 
choice of many couples therapists. L’Abate (2002) hypothesizes that tiv's is, in pan, due 
to verbal communication as being the medium of intervention rather than activities.
Yet sometimes behavioral interventions are used in couples counseling. One type 
of physical affection intervention currently used in couples counseling is behavioral sex 
therapy, which has been used with success in treating sexual dysfunction (Brender, 
Libman, Burstein, & Takefman, 1983). By assigning homework which focuses on 
behaviors prior to and during sexual intercourse, sexual dysfunctions can he treated 
(Sollod, 1975, McCarthy, 2001).
Behavioral sex therapy uses set, sequential behavior interventions to treat sexual 
dysfunction. For example, a man who suffers from erectile dysfunction because of 
performance anxiety may be instructed to go through relaxation exercises prior to and 
during sexual intercourse. Additional interventions based on physical affection, which 
may or may not include sexual activity could be assigned to clients. Homework 
assignments of engaging in physical affection could be given to couples. !f, for example, 
in a heterosexual relationship, the woman believes the man to be distant and withdrawn, 
the therapist could instruct (he couple to cuddle and caress each other three times a week
for an hour. No other activities such as watching television should be done during this 
time. They may cr may not be instructed to talk while cuddling and caressing each other. 
As a result, they will be spending time engaging in intimate behaviors with each other, 
while their entire focus is on the other person. Dates are often shared activities with 
attention being placed on external stimuli (e.g. movies, meals, etc.). While a couple may 
be spending time together, they may not be growing in physical or emotional intimacy.
Most, if not all couples in marital therapy, have already tried and failed to solve 
their relationship problems by themselves. The relationship (and therefore the physical 
affection patterns) may have been disrupted for some time before the therapist sees the 
couple. It may be necessary for the therapist to do behavioral interventions in order to 
facilitate physical affection. The reemergence of physical affection in the relationship 
may help foster attaclmient between the couple, thereby strengthening the weakened 
relationship. Therefore, it is very important that counselors and psychologists have an 
understanding of the '-ffect romantic physical affection has on romantic relationship 
satisfaction.
By understanding the important role of physical affection in romantic 
relationships, therapists can construct their assessments and interventions accordingly. 
While this study focuses on the positive effects that romantic physical affection has on 
forming and maintaining healthy romantic relationships, it is important to address the 
negative side of Interpersonal touch (the term “physical affection’’ has purposely NOT 
been used here).
It is important for counselors and psychologists to assess for the presence of 
domestic violence, control and manipulation, or gross power imbalances in the
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relationship. The presence of any ol these should be a sign that couples counseling may- 
net be appropriate With the presence of domestic violence, couples counseling is likely 
to dc more harm to the clients (especially the victim) than good, at least until the offender 
has successfully completed a treatment program. Even then, counselors and psychologists 
should always be aware of the past history of violence when working with the couple, 
and intervene accordingly. Using physical affection interventions with such couples 
should be avoided.
Men tend to express their emotions through behaviors, rather than in words 
(Levant, 1995). Physical affection maybe a more natural way for men to express their 
love for their partner. A therapist may encourage ihe man to express his emotions 
verbally rather than physically, as well as educating the woman to acknowledge the 
man’s actions as ways of showing love and affection. The more natural the behavior, the 
more likely the man would be to comply with and be invested in the therapy.
Overview of Relevant Literature
Positive romantic relationships have been shown to promote health, happiness, 
additional social support, and an increase in self-esteem (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) 
whereas conflict in romantic relationships can lead to sexual dysfunction (Metz & 
Epstein, 2002) and a variety of mental health problems such as depression and eating 
disorders (Segrin, 1998).
Harlow (1973) demonstrated the importance of touch and physical affection to 
normal and healthy development, as well as to healthy interaction (Harlow et. al. 1976). 
t ouch patterns are very complex in nature. They may vary according to gender, 
relationship stage, age, and relationship type. The inconclusive nature of the current
literature may be due, in part, to the complexity of touching behaviors. Furthermore, 
differences between the meanings of touching behaviors as perceived by the recipient and 
meanings of touching behaviors as perceived by the person initiating the touch may 
present methodological difficulties.
Based on observational studies, men do not tend to initiate touch more often than 
do women, however, women do tend to initiate touch more often than men (Stier & Hall, 
1984). After studying public touching behaviors between heterosexual couples, Guerrero 
and Andersen (1994, 1999) found significant gender differences in touch initiation across 
three romantic relationship stages (casual dating, serious dating, and married). They 
hypothesized that due to a lack of commitment and intimacy in the casual dating stage, 
touch (romantic physical affection) would be lowest in the casual dating stage. Duiing the 
serious dating stage, touch would be used as "‘tie signs” which would publicly display the 
couples’ commitment to each other and ward off other potential suitors. However, once 
the relationship was established through marriage, couples would have less of a need to 
ward off others. Guerrero and Andersen’s (1994, 1999) studies measured only public 
touching behaviors
Men may be more likeiv to initiate sexual physical affection because they prefer 
sex (Felmlee, 1999). This may be caused, in part, by men’s upbringing to not show 
weakness or emotions (L’Abate, 2001). Women, however, tend to prefer affection to sex 
(Felmlee, 1999). Therefore, while overall touching patterns may not differ between men 
and women, the touching patterns of certain types of physical affection may differ 
between men and women.
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What iittie research that has been done on touching behaviors usually involve 
heterosexual Caucasian samples. In terms of the expression of emotions in romantic 
relationships, Lnm (1997) found no significant differences between Asian American and 
European American populations. For the most part, there are no startling differences in 
touching patterns between same-sex and opposite-sex couples (Garnets & Kimmel,
1992).
Physical affection may be a way of putting into action what one feels, or to bridge 
the physical gap between two people in an attempt for unity (Gurevitch, 1990). Therefore 
it is logical that Gulledge, Gulledge, & Stahmann (2003) found physical affection to be 
strongly correlated with relationship satisfaction. Given the importance of relationship 
satisfaction to emotional health, and the strong correlation between physical affection and 
relationship satisfaction, it is clear that a more in depth understanding of physical 
affection behaviors across romantic relationship stages is desirable and potentially 
beneficial to couples with relationship difficulties.
Purpose of Study
The puipose of this study was to examine the interactions between relationship 
satisfaction and touching behaviors across romantic relationship stages (casual dating, 
serious dating., and committed). More specifically, as relationships become increasingly 
serious, touching behaviors were expected to become more frequent. Touch frequency 
w'as expected to be most frequent in the serious dating/engaged stage, followed by the 
committed stage, and then the casual dating stage.
As romantic relationships begin, couples are not yet committed to each other. 
Trust and passion may not yet be established. Therefore people will 'end to not feel as
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comfortable allowing the other person into their personal space, which is a prerequisite o 
physical affection. After commitment to each other has been established (serious dating), 
couples will engage in increasing amounts of physical affection as a means of forming an 
emotional bond. At this point trust has been established in the relationship, which allows 
for the invasion of personal space.
Hypotheses Tested
The following hypotheses were tested in this study.
Hypothesis i
Physical affection, as measured by scores on the Physical Affection Behavior 
Scale, is most frequent among those who are seriously dating, followed by those who are 
in a committed relationship, followed by those who are casually dating.
Hypothesis 2
The frequency of physical affection, as measured by the mean of the frequency 
scores on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale, is significantly correlated with 
relationship satisfaction across ail stages of romantic relationships and gender. Gender 
and relationship stages are measured by self-report on the demographic form.
Hypothesis 3
Men initiate sexual physical affection significantly more often than women.
1m iation of physical affection is measured on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. 
Lower scores indicate the participant tends to initiate physical affection, median scores 
indicate equal patterns of physical affection initiation, while high scores indicate the 
participant’s partner tends to initiate physical affection.
Among those who are casually dating, men more frequently initiate physical 
affection than women, but in the serious and dating stage, both men and women initiate 
physical affection with equal frequency. In the committed relationship stage, women 
initiate touch more frequently than men. Relationship stage and gender are measured os1 
the demographic form. Frequency of physical affection is measured as the mean score of 
frequency of all 29 types of physical affect ion on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. 
High scores indicate frequent physical affection, while low scores indicate infrequent 
physical affection.
Hypothesis 5
The importance of physical affection to relationship satisfaction is significantly 
correlated with the level of intimacy of ail types of physical affection across all stages of 
romantic relationships and gender. Relationship satisfaction is measured by the mean 
score on the Relationship Assessment Scale. Low scores indicate dissatisfaction with the 
relationship, while a high score indicates the presence of relationship satisfaction. 
Importance of physical affection is measured as the mean score of importance to 
relationship satisfaction of all 29 types of physical affection on the Physical Affection 
Behavior Scale. High scores indicate physical affection being rated by the participants as 
being important to their romantic relationship satisfaction, white low scores indicate 







This study sampled 72 (41 men, 31 women) graduate and undergraduate students 
at a mid sized university in the Upper Midwestern United States. The results of two 
participants (1 man, 1 woman) were not used as they circled the same answer for every 
question, leaving 70 participants (40 men, 30 women) in the study. Participants 
volunteered while at the university fitness center. Participants were between 18 and 53 
years old with a mean age cf23.7 years old (SD -  7.28), and a median age of 21.0 years 
old. The sample was predominantly Caucasian (N ~ 60, 85.7%), followed by Asian 
American (N = 3, 4.3%), Other (N = 3, 4.3%), African-American (N = 2, 2.9%), and 
Native American (N —1,1.4%). One participant did not answer the question of ethnicity. 
Partners were not measured as pairs. A diverse sample was sought, but not obtained. The 
leader of a university organization was contacted in hopes of having their members 
participate in the study, however the effort was fruitless.
Materials
Demographic Form
A 13-itern Demographic Form (Appendix B) measured the age, sex, ethnicity, 
relationship stage, present ''omantic relationship duration, feelings of love, and 
relationship history of participants.
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Relationship Assessment Scale
The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) (Appendix C) was used to measure 
the level o f satisfaction in romantic relationships (Hendrick, 1988). This scale is a 7-item 
Likert scale with an alpha of .36 (Hendrick, 1988). The mean inter-item correlation in the 
RAS is .49. The RAS has a tesl-retest reliability of .85. The correlation between the RAS 
and the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm, Paff-Bergen, Hatch, Obiorah, 
Copeland, Meens, & Bugaighis, 1986) is .74 for women, and .64 for men. The RAS has a 
correlation of .80 with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) and both measures 
discriminated between couples who were currently dating, and those who were no longer 
dating (Hendrick, Dicke, &Hendr;ck, 1998). High scores on this scale indicate greater 
relationship satisfaction, while low scores indicate low relationship satisfaction. An 
example of the questions on this scale is “How much do you love your partner?''
Physical Affection Behavior Scale
The Physical Affection Behavior Scale (Appendix D) was used to measure touch 
frequency, and the subjective importance of touch to relationship satisfaction. This scale 
is a 116-item Likert scale from 1 to 7. The questions measure the importance of physical 
affection to relationship satisfaction (1 not at all, moderate, 7 very important), as well as 
the perceived intimacy for 29 different types of physical affection (1 not at all, 4 
moderate, 7 very intimate). It also measures which partner tends to initiate each type of 
physical affection (1 self, 4 equal, 7 partner), as well as the frequency of touch behaviors 
(1 never, 4 sometimes, 7 frequently). Examples of the questions asked on this scale are 
“How often do you hug your partner? How important is hugging your partner to your 
relationship satisfaction?”
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The Physical Affection Behavior 3cale is not standardized, nor rs its validity or 
reliability tested. When the scale was originally created in 2002, it only measured the 
importance and frequency of romantic physical affection. 5 included types of romantic 
physical affection 1 had experienced in previous romantic relationships, those that I had 
witnessed first-hand as an undergraduate and graduate student, as well as those that l had 
seen actors and actresses perform in movies and on television. Items are arranged at 
random, with the exception of moving similar types of romantic physical affection (e.g. 
kissing on lips, kissing body) so as to be nonconsecutive. In 2004, copies of the Physical 
Affection Behavior Scale were sent to S. Hendrick and A. Gulledge for their opinions and 
feedback. Both individuals rated my scale as appearing to be an appropriate tool for 
measuring romantic physical affection.
Procedure
Participants were recruited from the university fitness center and the Department 
o f Counseling. Participants were given the choice between receiving extra credit in a 
psychology course or being entered into a raffle for $25 in return for their participation. 
Participants were given a packet which included the Background inventory, Relationship 
Assessment Scale, Consent Form, and the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. They 
completed the scales at the fitness center or in the Department of Counseling. Participants 
were informed of the purpose of the study as stated in the informed consent form 
(Appendix A).
Independent Variables
Relationship stage. Based on Guerrero & Andersen (1994), participants were 
grouped into three relationship stages: (1) casually dating, (2) seriously dating, or (3) in a
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committed relationship. Relationship stage was based on their response on the 
demographic form. Those who responded they were casually dating were assigned to a 
casual dating stage (1}. Those who responded they were in a serious dating relationship 
(exclusively dating their partner; were placed in the serious dating stage (2). Finally, 
those who reported being engaged, married, or cohabitating were placed in the committed 
relationship stage (3).
Gander. The gender of the participants was measured by a question on the 
demographic form. The question offered only male and female options.
Type o f physical affection. The Physical Affection Behavior Scale lists 29 
different types of physical affection as measured by the responses on the Physical 
Affection Behavior Scale. The types of physical affection >n order were: touch partner’s 
leg, touch partner’s arm, touch partner’s breasts/chest, embrace partner from behind, kiss 
partner’s neck, sit on partner’s lap, rest head on partner, snuggle with partner, give body 
massage to partner, dance with partner, have sexual intercourse with partner, kiss 
partner’s cheek, take nap with partner, kiss partner’s body, hold hands with partner, kiss 
partner’s lips, brush/play with partner’s hair, tickle partner, put aim around partner, 
nibble on partner, ora! sex with partner, groom partner, kiss partner on mouth with 
tongue, sleep overnight with partner, shake partner’s hand, hug partner, feed partner, 
bathe with partner, and physically stimulate partner.
Dependent Variables
Relationship satisfaction. Participants’ relationship satisfaction was measured 
using the Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS). The final score was the mean of the 
answers for each of the seven questions Two of the questions were reverse scored.
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Touch frequency. The frequency c f interpersonal touch was measured by the 
Physical Affection Behavior Scale. Touch frequency was measured by a Likert-type 
question under each of the 29 types of physical affect ion asking how frequent each type 
of physical affection occurs.
Subjective importance o f  touch to relationship satisfaction. The subjective 
importance of specific types of interpersonal touch to relationship satisfaction was 
measured by the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. Subjective importance of touch to 
relationship satisfaction was measured by a Likert-type question unde'1 each of the 29 
types of physical affection asking how important the participant believes each type of 
touch to be to their relationship satisfaction.
Perceived level o f intimacy for different types o f physical affection. Participants 
rated how intimate they believe various types of physical affection to be. The perceived 
level of intimacy was measured by a Likert-type question under each of the 29 types of 
physical affection asking how intimate each of the 29 types of physical affection are
Touch initiation. Participants reported which partner initiated various types of 
physical affection in a relationship. Touch initiation was measured by a Likert-type 
question under eacn of the 29 types of physical affection asking which partner most often 
initiates this type of touch (self, both, partner).
Data Analysis
Hypothesis 1 w'as tested using an analysis of variance (ANOVA). The 
independent variable was the stage of the romantic relationship, which was the recorded 
response given by the subject in the demographic form. The dependent variable was the 
frequency of physical affection, which was measured as the mean of the frequencies of
.t()
a)! 29 physical affection behaviors on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. A series of 
/-tests were also conducted in order to test for significant differences between each 
relationship stage.
Hypothesis 2 was tested by correlating the total score of the Relationship 
Assessment Scale (the sum of each of the seven questions) with the sum score of 
frequency of physical affection on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale as given by 
each of the participants.
Hypothesis 3 was evaluated using a /-test to determine if there was a significant 
difference between the genders in now' commonly each initiated sexual physical 
affection. Sexual physical affection was defined as the use of genitals/breasts in romantic 
physical affection. Sexual physical affection was measured as the mean of the scores of 
touching the breast/chest, oral sex, manual stimulation, bathing, and sexual intercourse
Hypothesis 4 was tested for each of the three relationship stages by using a /-test 
to detect differences between the genders in how often they initiated any physical 
affection. Touch initiation was measured by the mean score of the initiation question for 
each of the 29 types of physical affection behaviors.
Hypothesis 5 was tested by correlating the mean intimacy of the 29 types of 
romantic physical affection behaviors with the mean importance to relationship 
satisfaction of all 29 types of romantic physical affection for each of the participants. 
Some missing data was filled in using the mean of the participants’ answers for a given 
question type. For example, if a participant did not answer how frequently they hug their 
partner, the mean of the frequency of the remaining 28 physical affection type:, would he
used in its place. If the participant did not answer more than eight of the questions on the 




The results of this study are divided into six sections. The first section, the 
preliminary analysis, covers the means, standard deviations, range, and number of 
participants for the Relationship Assessment Scale and Physical Affection Behavior Scale 
(Table 1). Table 2 is a correlation matrix of the frequency of sub-scales of physical 
affection and relationship satisfaction. The next five sections cover the five different 
hypotheses in order.
Preliminary Analysis
Overall, men and women reported similar frequencies of physical affection, 
initiation patterns, importance of physical affection *o relationship satisfaction, and 
intimacy of physical affection. Two areas where men and women did differ on were 
initiation of sexual physical affection and relationship satisfaction (Table 1).
Hypothesis i
Physical affection is most frequent among those who are seriously dating, 
followed by those who are in a committed relationship. Those who are dating casually 
engage in the least amount of physical affection.
The results partially supported the hypothesis. Differences in the frequency of 
physical affection across romantic relationship stage were tested using a one-way 
ANOVA (Fi.cs = 4.40, p  = 016). The ftequency of physical affection was significantly
lower in casual relationships (M = 4.30) as compared to both serious (M = 4.84, /> ■= .009)
and committed (M = 4.78,/? = .021), but did not differ significantly between serious and
committed relationships (p - .715) (Table 3).
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Scales by Gender.
Scale N Range M SD























































Scale N Range A/ SO
Importance
Male 40 2.96-6.25 4.30 .754
Female
Intimacy
70 2.92-5.57 4.26 ,741
Male 40 2.88-6.17 4.46 .743
RAS
Female 30 2.50-5.92 4.37 .872
Male 40 1.71-5.00 3.75 .76
Female 30 2.40-5.00 4.02 .75
Note. RAS is the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988, Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998). 
Sexual Physical Affection is the mean frequency of five types of sexual physical affection on the Physical 
Affection Behavior Scale. Nonsexual Physical Affection is the mean frequency of 24 types of nonsexuai 
physical affection on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. Total Physical Affection is the mean 
frequency of all 29 types of physical affection on the Physical Affection Behavior Scale, Range of the 
Physical Affection Behavior Scale scores are between 1 and 7. Range of the Relationship Assessment 
scores are between 1 and 5.
Hypothesis 2
The frequency of physical affection is significantly correlated with relationship 
satisfaction across all stages of romantic relationships and gender.
In a combined correlational analysis of both genders and all three relationship 
stages, the frequency of physical affection was significantly correlated with relationship 
satisfaction (N = 70, r ~ .367, p -  .002). T his supported the hypothesis that the frequency 
of physical affection vvas significantly correlated with relationship satisfaction (Table 2).
Hypothesis 3
Men are likely to initiate sexual physical affection significantly more often than 
women. This hypothesis was tested using a t-test of the mean initiation scores of sexual 
physical affection types for both men and women.
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Table 2. Correlations Between RAS Score and Frequency of Sexual Physical Affection 
and Frequency of Nonsexuat Physical Affection and Tola! Frequency of Physical 
Affection.
Scale RAS Sexual Nonsexual Total
Physical Affection Physical Affection Physical Affection
RAS i.OO .316** .347** .367**
Sexual Physical Affection 1.00 .613** .774**
Nonsexual Physical Affection 1.00 .975**
Total Physical Affection 1.00
Note. RAS is the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988, Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, ’998). 
Sexual P.A. is the mean frequency of five types of sexual physical affection on the Physical Affection 
Behavior Scale. Nonsexual P.A. is the mean frequency of 24 types of nonsexual physical affection on the 
Physical Affection Behavior Scale. Total P.A. F the mean frequency of all 29 types of physical affection on 
the Physical Affection Behavior Scale. **p < .01 (2-iailed).
Table 3. The Average Frequency of Physical Affection Across Relationship Stages.
Stage N M SD
Casual 26 4.30 .66
Serious 24 4.87 .83
Committed 19 4.78 .71
Note. Values given are from the Physical Affection Behavior Seale. Values reported are trait means and 
standard deviation from ihe self assessment of physical affection initiation.
Sexual physical affection was initiated by men (M = 3.66, s.d. ~ .847) more 
frequently than women (M = 4.48; s.d. = .588) for those types that were considered 
sexual in nature (t = 4.51, df = 68,/? < .001). The lower the mean score of sexual physical 
affection initiation, the more frequently the participants initiate the activity, while the
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higher the mean, the more frequently the participants' partners initiate sexual physical 
affection. For example, a score of 2.00 would indicate that the participant initiates sexual 
physical affection more frequently than their partner. A score of 4.00 would indicate that 
both partners initiate sexual physical affection with equal frequency. A score of 7.00 
would indicate that the participant’s partner always initiates sexual physical affection. 
The dma supports the hypothesis of a significant difference in sexual physical affection 
initiation between the genders.
Hypothesis 4
Among those who are casually dating, men more frequently initiate physical 
affection than women, but in the serious dating stage, both men and women initiate 
physical affection with equal frequency. In the committed relationship stage, women 
initiate touch more frequently than men.
Using an independent sample t-test, of those in the casual dating stage, there was 
no significant difference (/ ~ .12, df = 24,/? = .905) in how frequently men and women 
initiated physical affection, nor was such a difference detectable in the serious dating (/ = 
.31. df = 22,p = .758) and committed (f = 1.73, df = \ l , p  = . 10) stages. The hypothesis 
was partially supported in that no significant differences in physical affection initiation 
was discovered between men and women in the serious dating stage. However, contrary 
to the hypothesis, no significant differences in touch initiation were found between men 
and women in the casual dating stage and the committed stage (Table 4),















Note. Values reported are trait means and standard deviations from tiie self-assessment of physical affection 
initiation Values closer to 1 indicate the participant initiates physical affection. Values closer to 4 indicate 
equal initiation. Values closer to 7 indicate the par'icipant's partner tends to initiate physical affection.
Hypothesis 5
The importance of physical affection is significantly correlated with the level of 
intimacy of all types of physical affection across all stages of romantic relationships and 
gender.
The importance of physical affection to relationship satisfaction was positively 
correlated with the perceived level of intimacy of all types of physical affection across all 






In this chapter, each of the five hypotheses and their related Endings wiii be 
discussed in order. This will be followed by a section which discusses the limitations of 
this study. Next will follow a section on the implications of this study for counselors and 
psychologists. Finally, a conclusion will be given. Overall, the results of this study 
supported the assumption that romantic physical affection is an important factor to 
relationship satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 predicted that romantic physical affection wouiu be most frequent 
among those who are seriously dating, followed by those who are in a committed 
relationship, followed by those who are casually dating. As hypothesized, there were 
significant differences in the frequency of physical aff xtion between the casual dating 
stage and the serious dating stage, a '> well as between the casual dating stage and the 
committed relationship stage. This is perhaps because an intimate relationship has not 
been established, causing the couple to feel less comfortable in engaging in romantic 
physical affection (Guerrerro & Andersen, 1991, 1994, 1999). The results are congruent 
with Guerrero and Andersen’s hypothesis that physical affection is the most frequent 
between couples who have a firm commitment to each other because it is used as a
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method to increase intimacy as we!i as an outward sign to others that neither is available 
for other relationships.
However, the data did not support the prediction of a significant difference in the 
frequency of physical affection between the serious dating stage and the committed 
relationship stage. It would seem that the increase in frequency of physical affection in 
couples who have moved beyond casual dating is maintained. Given that the sample was 
small and consisted mostly of young university students, it is unclear how long this 
increase in the frequency of romantic physical affection lasts.
It was thought that the frequency of physical affection would be lowest during the 
casual dating stage as trust and intimacy had not yet been established (Guerrerro & 
Andersen, 1991, 1994, 1999). As trust, intimacy, and commitment increased, couples 
would more frequently engage in physical affection. The serious dating stage was 
believed to possess the greatest amounts of physical affection as feelings of love would 
be characterized more dv passion and desire as opposed to seeing the partner more as a 
companion (Hatfield, 1^88). After marriage or strong commitment, couples would 
increasingly see their partner as a companion. Children, finances, and careers would 
decrease the amount of time the couple had together, resulting in a decrease in the 
frequency of physical affection. Additionally, couples would feel less of a need to use 
“tie signs” to demonstrate their partner’s unavailability to others since the relationship is 
strongly committed (Guerrerro & Andersen, 1994. 1999).
The reason Guerrerro and Andersen (1994, 1999) found significantly less physical 
affection among married couples than they did among chose who were seriously dating, 
while this study found no such significant difference may be due to the types of physical
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affection measured as weli as the methods of data collection. Guerrerro and Andersen
(1994, 1999) observed only public physical affection behaviors in observational studies. 
This study measured the frequency of physical affection in both public and private 
settings (although no distinction was made between the two during data collection) 
relying on self lenort Married and strongly committed couples probably more frequently 
engage in physical affection in private compared to those who are seriously dating. Given 
that committed couples probably cohabitaie mere often than do couples who are seriously 
dating, there would be more opportunity for physical affection to occur in private when 
couples are in a cohabitating committed relationship.
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 stated that the frequency of physical affection is significantly 
con-elated with relationship satisfaction. This hypothesis was supported by this study's 
results. The frequency of physical affection is significantly correlated with relationship 
satisfaction. The findings of this study support Gulledge, Gulledge, and Stahmann 
(2003), who also found physical affection to be significantly correlated with romantic 
relationship satisfaction. Additionally, participants in both studies reported physical 
affection as being important to their relationship satisfaction. Unlike Gulledge, Gulledge, 
and Stahmann’s (2003) study, this study explores sexual physical affection, as well as a 
wider array of physical affection types.
It is unclear if physical affection causes relationship satisfaction, if relationship 
satisfaction causes physical affection, or if both hold true. Given the great variance 
between couples, it would be unwise to conclude that as relationship satisfaction 
increases a set amount, so too would physical affection frequency increase a set amount
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However, the general trend is that as relationship satisfaction increases so too does the 
frequency of physical affection. If the relationship is not doing well and both partners are 
upset with the other, it is unlikely they would want to show affection for each other until 
the conflict is resolved.
Couples who are experiencing relatively less conflict are probably more likely to 
feel intimate and connected to each outer. Therefore they would be more likely to 
enhance these feelings of intimacy and love through, in part, the use of physical affection. 
The use of physical affection may release hormones which are linked to feelings of tmst 
and connectedness, which could further enhance the romantic relationship (Sheimer, 
2004).
Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 held that men are more likely to initiate sexual physical affection 
than women. As hypothesized, men did initiate sexual physical affection significantly 
more often than women. While men did report sexual physical affection as being more 
important to their relationship satisfaction than did women, it was not a significant 
difference. One reason for this could be that men may enjoy sexual activity more than 
v/omen (Felmlee, 1999). Men may initiate sexual physical affection more often than 
women because it is seen as part of their role, and because they tend to harbor more 
i'beral attitudes toward sex than women (Mongeau, Carey, & Williams, 1998). Men may 
also feel more comfortable with sexual physical intimacy than with other types of 
intimacy (ITAbate, 2001), thetefore they initiate it more often than do women.
Hypotheses 4
Hypothesis 4 predicted that among (hose who are casually dating, men would 
initiate physical affection more frequently than women, but in the serious dating and 
committed relationship stages, both men and women would initiate physical affection 
with equal frequency. Contrary to our hypothesis, across all three romantic relationship 
stages, no significant differences in physical affection initiation patterns were found 
between male and female participants. Both genders seem to be equally comfortable and 
confident in initiating physical affection in the relationship. This study’s findings are 
congruent with Stier & Hall’s (1984) findings after studying 43 observational studies; 
men and women tend to initiate touch with equal frequency. This suggests that physical 
affection initiation patterns in private settings parallel the initiation patterns in public 
settings.
Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 5 predicted a significant: correlation between the importance of 
physical affection to relationship satisfaction and the level of intimacy of physical 
affection types. As one would expect, we found an extremely strong correlation between 
the importance of physical affection to relationship satisfaction and the level of intimacy 
of romantic physical affection, it is those behaviors that couples feel contribute most io 
their shared intimacy, be it physical or emotional, which are important to their 
satisfaction in the relationship. This adds weight to the theory that romantic physical 
affection may be used to increase intimacy (Cooper & Bowles, 1973; Guerrero &
Andersen, 1999; Jourard & Friedman, 1970)
Limitations
One major weakness of this study was the small sample size. In future studies, a 
larger sample should oe surveyed in order to increase the strength of the statistical 
analyses and therefore the conclusions of the study. Another weakness, which is perhaps 
linked to the small sample size, is the homogeneity of the sample. Participants were 
predominantly young. Caucasian, middle-class university students from the Midwest. 
Future studies should include a more diverse sample.
Another limitation of this study was that not all participants were currently in a 
romantic relationship. While the exact number is unknown, some participants used their 
most recent romantic relationship to complete the questionnaires. It is possible that 
participants who were using a past relationship to complete the questionnaire could have 
a unrealistically positive or negative memories and feelings toward their past partner.
This could have influenced the results of this study.
The results were also affected by self selection oias. Perhaps those who chose to 
participate in the study we^e more outgoing than tho<e who chose not to participate in the 
study. More outgoing people could initiate physical affection more frequently than shy 
people.
Finally, a major limitation of this study was the use of the Physical Affection 
Behavior Scale (Appendix D). This scale’s validity and reliability were not tested. The 
scale could have been confusing or too long for seme participants.
Future Research
Future research could proceed in many directions. The results should be 
duplicated in order to strengthen the validity of the conclusions. The significance of
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romantic physical affection to relationship satisfaction has not been studied among 
middle-aged and geriatric populations. Age or duration of the romantic relationship may 
be better predictors of changes in the frequency of physical affect ion than relationship
stage
Various other populations could be studied, including gay, lesbian, and bisexual 
populations, American ethnic minorities, people in other cultures, especially East Asian, 
European, and African cultures. For example, in Japan where it is not unusual for mairied 
couples to not sleep in the same bed, and public displays of affection are looked down 
upon, the importance of various types of romantic physical affection to relationship 
satisfaction may be less than in American populations (Treat, 1996). Different cultures 
may attach positive or negative stigmas to various types of romantic physical affections, 
which could affect their importance to relationship satisfaction
In future studies, it may be more methodologically sound tc obtain participants 
from a variety of sources such as classes, mad surveys, shopping malls, etc. in order to 
obtain a more diverse sample.
Implications for Counselors and Psychologists 
By gaining a better understanding of physical affection in romantic relationships, 
marriage counselors may be able to develop new techniques and theories to improve their 
effectiveness. Changes in touching behaviors in relationships could be used by couples as 
an indicator that there is a problem which needs to be addressed. Based on this study’s 
finding that men and women tend to initiate physical affection with equal frequency, a 
couples counselor who notices that only one partner initiates physical affection (during or 
outside of session) could bring the fact up as a topic of discussion.
Extreme asymmetry in physical affection initiation patterns could indicate a 
power differential between the couple, suggest the presence of domestic violence (if a 
woman is afraid of her male partner, she is probably less likely to want to be physically 
close to him, and will therefore nor initiate physical affection), or suggest disinterest in 
the partner. The disinterest could be the result c f a lack of physical attraction, or it could 
be the result of emotional disinterest.
If a partner feels he or she does not receive enough attention or affection, physical 
interventions such as a hug or a kiss could be employed in conjunction with verbal 
acknowledgements of love or appreciation.
For couples who have not engaged in physical affection for some time and no 
longer feel comfortable doing so, a behavioral plan could be applied to gradually increase 
the frequency and intimacy or physical affection, fo r example, a couple could begin with 
iess intimate types of physical affection, gradually increasing the intimacy and frequency 
of physical affection. As the couple participates in physical affection, emotional intimacy 
or conversation could increase as well.
It appears that romantic physical affection is an important factor in developing 
and maintaining satisfactory romantic relationships. The absence of romantic physical 
affection in a romantic relationship may both cause and result from relationship conflict. 
This is especially important to those in long distance relationships, as the absence of 
physical affection may adversely affect relationship satisfaction. Given the large number 
of students attending college away from home and potentially away from their romantic 
relationship partners, as well as the deployment of married military troops overseas, the
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importance of physical affection to romantic relationship satisfaction is an important and 
worthwhile subject for psychological research.
Conclusion
With the great value many people place on romantic relationships, any knowledge 
about romantic relationships is of benefit to humanity. While physical affection may not 
be a prerequisite for romantic relationship satisfaction, it does appear to make a 
significant contribution to romantic relationship satisfaction. Therefore, in order to best 
help our clients, it is necessary for counselors and psychologists to gain a better 
understanding of the importance of physical affection to relationship satisfaction.
APPENDICES
A P P E N D IX  A
Consent for Participation
You are being asked to participate in a research investigation as described in this form. As part of 
a graduation requirement, Michael Hil!, a graduate student in the Department of Counseling, is collecting 
data in order to complete his thesis. The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between 
physical affection in romantic relationships and relationship satisfaction. By assessing the importance of 
physical affection to romantic relationship satisfaction, we hope to gam a better understanding how positive 
and healthy relationships develop. This information may help psychologists to better help couples who are 
experience relationship difficulties. All academic research requires that we receive written consent 
(permission) for your participation. If you have questions about the research, please cal! Michael Hill, a 
Master s of Counseling student at 218-779-6976, or my supervisor, Donald Daughtry. Assistant Professor 
of Counseling Psychology at the University of North Dakota at 701-777-6234. If you have any other 
questions or concerns, please call the Office of Research and Program Development at 777-4279.
Consent for participation:
All information will be kept confidential, and anonymous. There is no cost to you for participating sn this 
research. Consent forms and data will be kept in separate, locked cabinets in the Department of Counseling 
This is done to help ensure your confidentiality. Only researchers will have access to these documents.
Data and informed consent forms will be shredded after three years. Participation is strictly voluntary. You 
may withdraw from this study at any rime, and stiii receive full credit for participation. Early withdrawal 
from this study will not negatively affect your relationship with UND, <j>r the Department of Counseling at 
the University of North Dakota. There are no penalties for refusing participation or ending participation 
early. Please remember to take a copy of the consent for with you. If you would like to be informed of the 
results of these findings, please contact either Michael Hill at 218-779-6976, or Donald Daughtry at 710- 
777-6234.
If you would like to explore any troubles you may have in relationships (platonic or romantic), please call 
the Counseling Center at 710-777-2127 and make an appointment. Risks of participating in this research 
are no different from those encountered in daily life. The benefits of participating in this stuuy are possibly 
learning more about how you relate to your partner, as well as helping therapists and psychologists gain a 
better understanding of how to provide therapy to couples.
Thank you for your participation.
Please sign.
"1 have read, and understand the above information. 1 understand 1 may end participation at any time I 
wish, and still receive full credit for participation."
Name (printed):____________ ____ ______ Signature:
Date:
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Extra Credit Participation Form
* have participated m an experiment tor extra credit. Professor.; may or may not honor your participation 
for extra credit. The choice of giving extra credit for participation is your professor ’s.
Name (printed): Signature. Date:
Name of researcher: Michael T. Hill Signature:_______________________  Date:________
Research Project: Physical Affection and Relationship Satisfaction Across Romantic Relationsnip Stages
You may choose to give this form to me., to be entered in a drawing to win $25. Drawings will be held at 
the end of April. If you would like to be entered into the drawing, please fill out a phone number or email 







The following questions deal with your personal history' and current experience with love 
and romant c relationships. Please answer each question. Select only one answer per 
item.
L l a m a - (A) Male (B) Female
2. My ethnic heritage is:




(E) Native American/American Indian
(F) Other (Please Specify)
3. My age is:
_________ Years Old




5. How deeply are you in love with youi relationship partner?
(A) Not in love now (B) Slightly (C) Moderately
(D) Deeply (E) Very deeply in love
6. How long have you been in this romantic relationship?
7. How would you describe your current romantic relationship?
(A) Casual dating (No firm commitment, may or may not be dating other people).
(B) Serious dating (Dating is exclusive to the other person).
(C) Engaged or Cohabitating
(D) Married
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8. What is your marital status?
(A) Single, never married 
(C) Married but separated (D) Divorced
(E) Previously divorced, but now remarried
(B) Married and livii
9. How much sexual desire do you currently experience fof your partner?
(A) No sexual desire (B) Very little desire 
(C) Moderate desire (D) High sexual desire
10. Is your romantic relationship iong distance?
(A) No (3) Yes
11. Is your current romantic relationship with a person, of the same sex'.'
(A) No (B) Yes
12. How important is your romantic relationship to you? 
(A) Not important/little importance (B) Modera 
(C) Very important (D) Extrem
tely important 
ly important
13. How' important is touching your partner and being touched by your partner to your 
satisfaction with your relationship?
(A) Not important/little importance (B) Moderate 






RE LA T /O N S H IP  ASSESSM EN T S C A LE
Please circle the Setter for each item which best answers that item for vou




In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 
A B C D
Never Average




How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten in this relationship? 
A B C D
Never Average





























PHYSICAL AFFECTION BEHAVIOR SCALE
Directions: Rate the following teaching behaviors in terms 
romantic partner participate in such actions, and how import; 
vour relationship satisfaction Partner refers to the person w 
rornantic rehnonsbip.
Touch partner’s kg (or partner touches your kg)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4 5
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 '2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
Touch partner’s arm (or partner touches your arm)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4 5
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this beha/ior to be?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
of how often you and yc,ur 
ant you think this action is to 













Touch partner’s breasts'chest (or partner touches your breasts/chest)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this'.’
1 2 3 4 5 I ft
Never Sometimes Constantly
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 ' 3 4
Self Baud Partner
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction? 
i 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
7
Very Important
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate Very Intimate
Embrace partner from behind (or partner embraces you from behind)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Sometimes Constantly
Who initiates this activity most often?




How important is this to you’- relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate Very Important
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
Not Art Ail Moderate
7
Very Intimate
Kiss partner’s neck (or partner kisses your neck)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 :
Never Sometimes Constantly
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4
Self Equal Partner
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At AM Moderate
7
Very Important
How intimate do you consider tins behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate Very intimate
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Sit on partner’s Sap (or partner sits on your lap)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this? 
1 * 2  3 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 * 3  4 5
Seif Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction? 
1 * 2  3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
! 2 3 4 5
Not At AH Moderate
Rest head on partner (or partner rests head on yon)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4 5
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
! 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
Snuggle with partner










How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate-
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
I 2 3 4
























Give body massage to partner (or partner massages you)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4
Never Sometimes Constantly






How important is this to you: relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 *2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
Dance with partner
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 * 3  4
Self Equal
How important is tins to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
Have sexual intercourse with partner













Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction? 
1 2 3 4




How ultimate do you consider Shis behavior so be?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate Very intimate
Kiss partner’s cheek (or partner kisses your cheek)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
Never Sometimes Constantly
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 ^ 3 4
Sell Eaual Partner
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
! 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
7
Very Important
How intimate do /ou consider this behavior to be?
1 ' l  3 4
Not At All Moderate Very Intimate
Take a nap with partner
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?




Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
Partner
Very Important
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
! 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
7
Very Intimate
Ki as partner’s body (excluding oral! sex) or partner kisses your body
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Sometimes Constantly
Who initiates this activity most often?
! 2 ' 3 4
Self Equal Partner
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
6 7
Very Important
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate Ary intimate
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Hold hands with partner
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this’’
1 2 3 ’ 4
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often? 
i 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At AH Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not At All Moderate
Kiss partner on laps (or partner kisses your lips)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 "2 3 4 5 6
Not At All Moderate
Brush/play with partner’s hair (or partner plays with your hair)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
Never Sometimes





How important is this to your relationship satisfaction''1
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
























Tickle partner (or partner tickles you)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this'.' 
1 2 3 4
Never
Who initiates this activity most often? 





How important is this to your re'ationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
Put arm around partner (or partner puts arm around
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this9 
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
i 2 3 4 5
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction? 
i 2 3 4 5
Not Ax All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 '2 3 4 5
Not At Ait Moderate
Bite/Nibble on partner (or partner nibbles on you)
When you are together, hew often do you as a coupie do this?
1 2 3 4
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
! 2 3 4
Not At Ail Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
i 2 3 4






















Give oral sex with partner (or gives oral sex to yon)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4 5
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5






How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 *2 3 4
Not At All Mode’" ie
7
Very Intimate
Groom partner (e.g. remove food around mouth, touch up hair, pick lint off of 
clothes, etc.)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationsnip satisfaction?
i 2 3 4







How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
7
Very Intimate
Kiss partner on the mouth, with tongue (or partner kiss you on the mouth with 
tongue)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1
Never Sometimes Constantly
Who initiate:; this activity most often?
I 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
i 2 3 4







Sleep {overnight, not nap) with partner
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?




Who initiates this activity most often?
1 2 3 4
Self Equal
How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4





How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4 5
Net At All Moderate
Shake partner’s hand (or partner shakes your hand)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5
Never






How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 * 3 4









How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At All Moderate
Meg partner (or partner hugs you)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes





How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4 5
Not At AH Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4 5












Feed partner (or partner feeds you)
When you are together, hew often do vou as a couple do this?
1 2 3  ̂ 4 5
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?




How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 ' 3 4
Not At All Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
I 2 3 i
Not At All . Moderate
Bathe with partner
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2  3 4
Never Sometimes





How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 ' 3 4 5 6
Not At Ail Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2 3 4 5 I 6
Not At All Moderate
Physically stimulate partner (or partner physically stimulates you)
When you are together, how often do you as a couple do this?
1 2 3" 4 5 6
Never Sometimes
Who initiates this activity most often?




How important is this to your relationship satisfaction?
1 2 3 4
Not At Ail Moderate
How intimate do you consider this behavior to be?
1 2  3 4
























Baumeister, P „ & Leary, M. (1995). The need to belong: De 
attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psyi 
497-529.
ire for interpersonal 
'chological Bulletin, 117,
Bombar, M., & Li.ttig, L. (3996). Babytalk as a communication of intimate attachment: 
An initial study in adult romances and friendships. Personal Relationships, 3, 
137-158.
. Behavioral sex therapy: A 
ng, Journal o f Sex
-Hi!
Brender, W,, Libman, E., Burstein, R.,, & Takefman, J. (1983) 
preliminary study of its effectiveness in a clinical sett 
Research, 77, 351-365.
Burgoon, J., Seller, D., & Woodall, W. (1996). Nonverbal Communication: The 
unspoken dialogue (2nd ed.) New York: McGraw- 
Clark, R., & Hatfield, E. (3989). Gender differences in receptivity to sexual offers 
Journal o f  Psychology and Human Sexuality, 2, 39-5 
Cooper, C., Sc Bowles, D. (1973), Physical encounter and seif-disclosure. Psychological 
Reports, 33, 451-454.
Engel, G., Olson, K., & Patrick, C. (2002) The personality o
and traits related to components of love. Personality and Individual Differences 
32, 839-853.
j .
f love: Fundamental motives
64
helm lee, D. (1999). Social norm? in same- and cross-gender friendships. Soria; 
Psychology Quarterly, 62, 53-67.
Field, T. (1999). American adolescents touch each other less and are more aggressive 
toward their peers as compared with Fiench adolescents. Adolescence, 34, 753- 
753.
Fishman, E., Turkheimer, E„ & DeGood, D. (1995). Touch relieves stress and pain. 
Journal o f  Behavioral Medicine, IS, 69-79.
Garnets, L., & Kimmel, D. (1992). Psychological perspectives on lesbian and gay male 
experiences. New York: Columbia University Press.
Guerrero, L., & Andersen, P. (1991). The waxing and waning of relational intimacy:
Touch as a function of relational stage, gender, and touch avoidance. Journal o f  
Social and Personal Relationships, 8, 147-165.
Guerrero, L., 8c Andersen, P. (1994). Patterns of matching and initiation: Touch behavior 
and touch avoidance across romantic relationship stages. Journal o f Nonverbal 
Behavior, 75, 137-153.
Guerrero, L. K., & Andersen, P. (1999). Public touch behavior in romantic relationships 
between men and women. In L. Guerrero, J. DeVito, & M. Hecht (Eds.), The 
nonverbal communication reader (pp. 202-210). Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland
Press.
Gulledgc, A., Gullege, M., & Stahmann, R. (2903). Romantic physical affection types 
and relationship satisfaction. The American Journal o f Family Therapy, 31, 233- 
242.
65
Gurevitch, Z. (1990). On the element of non-distance in human relations. The
Sociological Quarterly, 31, 187-201.
Hall. J.. & Veccia, E. (1990). More “touching” observations: New insights on men,
women, and interpersonal touch. Journal o f Personality and Social Psychology\ 
59, 1 155-1162.
Harlow, H. F. (1958). The nature oflove. The American Psychologist, 13, 673-685.
Harlow, H. F. (1973). A variable -temperature surrogate mother for studying attachment 
in infant monkeys. Behavior Research Methods, 5(3), 269-272.
Harlow, H. F. et al. (1976). Social rehabilitation of separation-induced depressive
disorders in monkeys. American Journal o f  Psychiatry, 133(11), 1279-1285.
Hatfield, E. (1984). The dangers of intimacy. In V. Derlaga (Ed.), Communication, 
intimacy, and close relationships (pp. 207-220). New York: Academic Press.
Hatfield, E. (1988). Passionate and companionate love. In R.J. Sternberg & M. L. Barnes 
(Eds.), 7 he psychology oflove. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. (1995). A world o f passion: Cross cultural perspectives on 
love and sex. New York: Allyn & Bacon.
Hendrick, S. (1988). A generic measure of relationship satisfaction. Journal o f Marriage 
and the Family, 50, 93-98.
Hendrick, S., Dicke, A., & Hendrick, C. (1998). The relationship assessment scale. 
Journal o f Social and Personal Relationships, 15, 137-142.
Johnson, K., & Edwards, R. (1991) The effects of gender and type of romantic touch on 
perceptions of relational commitment. Journal o f  Nonverbal Behavior, 15, 43-55.
66
Jones. S. £. (1999) Communicating with touch, in L. Guerrero, J. DeV ito, & M  Hecht 
(Eds.), The nonverbal communication reader (pp. 192-201). Prospect Heights, IL: 
Waveiand Press.
Jourard, S. (1966). An exploratory study of body-accessibility. British Journal o f Social 
and Clinical Psychology 5, 221-231.
Joutard, S., &: Friedman, R. (1970). experimenter-subject distance and self-disclosure. 
Journal o f  Personality and Social Psychology>, 15, 278-282.
L7Abate, L. (2001). Hugging, holding, huddling and cuddling (3HC): A task prescription 
in couple and family therapy. Journal o f Clinical Activities, Assignments & 
Handouts in Psychotherapy Practice, 1, 5-18.
Landau, R. (1989). Affect and attachment: Kissing, hugging, and patting as attachment 
behaviors. Infant Mental Health Journal, 10, 59-69.
Lee, J. 1 1977). A typology of styles of loving. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin. 3, 173-182.
Lee, J., & Guerrero, L. (2001). Types of touch in cross-sex relationships between
coworkers: Perceptions of relational and emotional messages, inappropriateness, 
and sexual harassment. Journal o f Applied Communication Research., 29, i 97- 
220.
Lemieux, R., & Hale, J. (2000). Intimacy, passion, and commitment in young romantic
relationships: Successfully measuring the triangular theory of love. Psychological 
Reports, 87, 941-948.
Levant, R. F. (1995), Masculinity reconstructed: Changing the rules o f munhood-at- 
work, in relationships, and at family life. New Y ork: Dutton.
67
Eum, j. L. {1997). Ethnic differences in the expression of affection and other emorions. 
Dissertation Abstracts International: Section B: The si lences and eng-aeering,
58, 1596.
Maior, B. (1981). Gender patterns in touching behavior. In C. Mayo, & N. Henley (Eds.), 
Gender and Nonverbal Behavior (pp. 15-37). New York: Springer-Veriag.
Masters, W., & Johnson, V. (1966). Human sexual response. Oxford: Lippincott 
Williams & Wilkins.
McCarthy, B. (2001). Integrating sex therapy strategies and techniques into marital 
therapy. Journal o f Family Psychotherapy, 12, 45-53.
Meeks, B., Hendrick, S., & Hendrick, C. (1998). Communication, love and relationship 
satisfaction. Journal o f  Social and Personal Relationships, 15, 755-773.
Metz, M., & Epstein, N. (2002). Assessing the role of relationship conflict >n sexual 
dysfunction. Journal o f Sex <S Marital Therapy, 28. 139-164.
Miller, L., Rozin, P., & Fiske, A. (1998). Food sharing and feeding another person
suggest intimacy: Two studies of American college students. European Journal o f 
Social Psychology, 28, 423 -436.
Mongeau, P. A., Carey, C. M., & Williams, M. L. (1998). First date initiation and
enactment: An expectancy violation approach. In D. Canary, & K Dindia (Eds.), 
Sex Differences and Similarities in Communication (pp. 413-426). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Morris, 0. (1967). The naked ape (1 st ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company.
Morris. D. (3977). Man watching: A field guide to human behavior. New York: Abrams
Murray, S., Holmes, J., Griffin, D., Beilavia, G., & Rose, P. (2001), The mismeasure of 
love: How self-doubt contaminates relationship beliefs. Pi • onality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 27, 423-436.
Myers, D. (2000). The funds, friends, and faith of happy people. American Psychologist, 
55, 56-67.
Nilsen, VV., & Vrana, S. (1998). Some touching situations: The relationship between 
gender and contextual variables in cardiovascular responses to human touch 
Annals o f Behavioral Medicine, 20, 270-276.
Olausson, H., Lamarre, Y., Backlund, H., Morin, C., Wallin, B., Starck, G., Ekholm, S., 
Strigo, L, Worsley, K„ Vallbo, A., & Bushnell, M. {2002). Unmyelinated tactile 
afferents signal touch and project to insular cortex. Nature Neuroscience, 5, 900- 
904.
Olson, M., & Sneed, N. (1995). Anxiety and therapeutic touch. Issues in Mental Health 
Nursing. 16. 97-108.
Pisano, M., Wall, S., rJc Foster, A (1986). Perceptions of nonreciprocal touch in romantic 
relationships. Journal o f Nonverbal Behavior, 10, 29-40.
Regan, P.. & Berscheid, E. (1997>. Gender differences in character,sties desired in a 
potential sexual and marriage partner. Journal o f Psychology and Human 
Sexuality, 9, 25-37.
Regan, P., Levin, L., Sprecher, S., Christopher, F., & Cate, R. (2000). Partner
preferences. What characteristics do men and women desire in their short-term 
sexual and long-term tomantic partners? Journal o f Psychology & Human
Sexuality, ’2, 1 -21.
Sanderson, C., & Kaietsky, K. (2002). Intimacy goals and strategies of conflict resolution 
in dating relationships: A mediationai analysis. Journal o f  Social and Personal 
Relationships, 19, 317-337.
Schumm, W., Paff-Bergen, L., Hatch, R., Obiorah, F., Copeland, J., Meens, L. &
Bugaighis, M. (1986). Concurrent and discriminant validity of the Kansas marital 
satisfaction scale. Journal o f  Marriage and the Family, 4S, 381-387.
Schutte, N., Malouff, J., & Adams, C. (1998). A self-report measure of touching 
behavior. The Journal o f Social Psychology, i23, 597-604.
Scgrin, C. (1998). Disrupted interpersonal relationships and mental health problems. In 
B. Spitzberg, & W, Cupach (Eds.), The dark side o f close relationships (pp. 327- 
.365). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Sherraer, M. (2004). A bounty of science. Scientific American, 290, 33.
Sollod, R. (1975). Behavioral and psychodynamic dimensions of the new sex therapy. 
Journal o f  Sex & Marital Therapy, l, 335-340.
Spanier, G. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for assessing the quality of 
marriage and similar dyads Journal o f Marriage and the Family, 38, 15-28.
Stack, D., & LePage, D. (1996). Infants’ sensitivity to manipulations of maternal touch 
during face-to-face interactions. Social Development, 5, 41-55.
Sternberg, R. (1986). A triangular theory' of love. Psychological Bulletin, 93. 119-138.
Sternberg, R. (1997). Construct validation of a triangular love scale. European Journal cj 
Social Psychology, 27, 313-335.
Stier, D., & Hall, J. (1984). Gender differences in touch: An empirical and theoretical 
review. Journal o f Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 440-459.
70
Feachman, j. (2003). Premarital Sex, Premarital Cohabitation, and the Risk of
Subsequent Marital Dissolution among Women. Journal o f Marriage unci the 
Family, 65, 444-455.
Thomquist, M., Zuckerman, M... & Exline, R. (1991). Loving, liking, looking and 
sensation seeking in unmanned college couples. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 12, 1283-1292.
Treat, J., 1996. Contemporary Japan and Popular Culture. Honolulu: University of 
Hawaii Press.
Van Horn, R., Amone, A., Nesbitt, K., Desilets, L., Sears, T., Gifftn, M., & Brudi, R. 
(5997). Physical distance and interpersonal characteristics in college students’ 
romantic relationships. Personal Relationships, 4, 25-34.
Zak, A., Coulter, C , Giglio, S., Hall, J., Sanford, S., & Pellowski, N. (2002). Do his 
friends and family like me? Predictors of infidelity in intimate relationships. 
North American Journal o f Psychology, 4, 287-290.
